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Minutes of the meeting of October 25, 1985 


Dr. P. Kenniff, (Chair); Dr. F.R. Whyte; Mr. G. Martin; Mr. D. Lockhart; 
Mr. A. Kekedjian; Ms. K. Takacs; Mr. D. Artola; Dean S. H. Appelbaum; 
Prof. M. Kusy; Prof. R. Wills; Dean B. Counihan; Prof. G.D. Xistris; 
Dean M.N.S. Swamy; Prof. A. Melamed; Prof. A. Broes; Mr. H. M. 
Breslow; Prof. G. Dewey; Prof. R.H. Zienius; Prof. S. Ruby; Prof. M.M. 
Douglass; Ms. E. Laett Prof. S.K. Misra; Mr. R. Hiscox; Mr. R. Orr; Prof. 
J.L. Hill; Mr. J. Princz; Prof. R. Swedburg; Vice-Dean D. Dicks; Dean 
C.L. Bertrand; Prof. R. Arbuckle-Maag; Prof. J. Lightstone; Prof. M. 
Vipond; Vice-Dean F. E. Schlosser; Vice-Dean G. Valaskakis; Prof. C. 
MacKenzie; Ms. Y. Lifshitz; Mr. K.D. Adams; Prof. D. Wheeler; Prof. 
B.C. Desai; Ms. L. Clark; Ms. V. Kukurugya; Mr. G.S. White; Mr. D. 
Dunleavy; Ms. M. Barfurth; Ms. N. Corbel; Prof. B.S. Sahni; Prof. R.T. 
Gordon. 


Special Guest: Dr. M. Jér6me-Forget, Vice-Rector, 
Institutional Relations and Finance. 

Absent with regrets: Dean S.G. French; Prof. M. Euvrard; Vice- 
Dean P. Albert; Prof. E. Jacobs; Prof. P. 
Brunet. 

Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 


Approval of the Agenda 


In response to a question, Dr. Kenniff explained that the heading 
"Outstanding and Forthcoming Items" had been omitted on page 3 of the 
Agenda; and that the items listed on the Addendum were pending and were 
not for discussion at today's meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. LIFSHITZ, SECONDED BY PROF. MISRA, 
THAT THE AGENDA, AS CIRCULATED, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Dr. Kenniff advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in 


"Closed Session" and he asked those in attendance who were not members 
of Senate to leave the meeting. 
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OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


With respect to the minutes of the Senate meeting of September 27, 1985, it 
was noted that line 26, page 9, should be corrected to read "In addition, the 
proposed Academic Programmes Committee IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, SECONDED BY PROF. KUSY, THAT THE MINUTES OF 
THE SENATE MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 27, 1985, AS CORRECTED, 
BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Kenniff advised that notification has been received from CUSA 
concerning 6 new student appointments to Senate. By way of introduction 
to other members of Senate, he asked the individuals to raise their hands as 
he read the names of the 6 new undergraduate student appointees. 


Dr. Kenniff explained that the National Universities Week which officially 
ends tomorrow, was an activity sponsored every two years by the 
Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada, and in the Province of 
Quebec, particularly by the Conference of Rectors and Principals of Quebec 
Universities. He further explained that this was an opportunity for 
universities generally to publicize their existence and activities to the broader 
community, and to inform people in particular what they do of a beneficial 
nature for their communities. In addition, the main activity undertaken this 
year by the Conference of Rectors and Principals of Quebec Universities 
was the promotion of an essay and art contest in Quebec High Schools, 
which, in terms of participation had been remarkably successful and the 
prizes for the national winners were being announced at this very moment at 
UQAM. 


Finally, Dr. Kenniff informed Senate that a meeting had been held with the 
Premier of Quebec three days ago, which had provided Quebec university 
Rectors with an opportunity to inform the Premier of some of their major 
concerns with respect to the future direction of higher education in this 
Province, both in academic and financial terms; and that given the current 
electoral situation in the Province, the Rectors were seeking a similar 
meeting with the leader of the Opposition, so that both of the major political 
parties will be aware of and will hopefully address these issues during the 
course of the election campaign. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the absence of the Official University 
Seal on the Loyola Campus, Senate was informed that there were two 
Seals, one in the Office of the Secretary of the Board of Governors and the 
other in the Registrar's Office, both located on the SGW Campus. 
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It was suggested and agreed that, given the concern which has been raised 
about the presence of a Seal on the Loyola Campus, the Registrar be asked 
to look into the matter to see whether it would facilitate accessibility to 
official documents to have a Seal available on the Loyola Campus when the 
need arises. 


In response to a question concerning the existing Senate Library Committee 
vis-a-vis the proposed restructuring of the Standing Committees of Senate, 
(document US-85-6-D8), it was explained that the intent of the document 
presented at the last Senate meeting was that the Library Committee would 
come under the overall umbrella of the mandate of the proposed Academic 
Services Committee; that consistent with the philosophy within that 
document, there would also be a more technical committee dealing with 
Library matters, which would be supporting the Academic Services 
Committee; and that the Library would have input to Senate through the 
Academic Services Committee. It was further explained that the philosophy 
behind the proposed Academic Services Committee, was basically that the 
mandate of the existing Library Committee should be broadened to include 
other academic services in the University, e.g., the Computer Centre, the 
Audio-Visual Department, etc., all of which have some academic input and 
should come within the purview of discussion in Senate Committees. 


It was suggested that "Library" should be specifically mentioned in the 
structure of the Academic Services Committee in order to make it clear that 
what was being proposed would not be interpreted as an abandonment of 
the Library in the interests of computerization, etc. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Concerning the Report on the financial situation of the University, (Agenda 
item - VII,b)), Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to a bound booklet 
entitled - "Presentation Concordia University Operating Financial Statement 
Fiscal Years 1981-82, 1982-83, 1983-84, 198485", (document 
US-85-7-Dll), which had been circulated at the beginning of the meeting. 
He invited Dr. Monique Jér6me-Forget, Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations 
and Finance, to present the Report. 


Using an overhead projector to present graphs and charts detailing financial 
information and statistics, Dr. JérO6me-Forget explained the 11 million dollar 
deficit in 1984-85 and the current 17.2 million dollar accumulated deficit; 
the Quebec funding formula; and how Concordia compares with its sister 
institutions in Quebec. In her remarks, she emphasized that revenues 
increased by 7% to 103 million dollars, while during the same period, total 
expenses increased by 20% from 95 million dollars to 114 million dollars; 
that the deficit in - 1981-82 was 1 million dollars, it remained as such in 
1982-83, it increased to 5 million dollars in 1983-84, and increased again to 
11 million dollars in 1984-85; and that between the years 1974-75 and 
1977-78, Concordia was able to remain within its budget; that some minor 
difficulties were experienced between 1978-79 and 1980-81; that there was 
a small surplus around 1981-82; and that from 1982 to the present, a 
serious trend developed whereby the deficit began to increase at an alarming 


rate. While explaining in detail the University's revenues from 1981-82 to 
1984-85, vis-a-vis the funding formula which was implemented in 1981, 
she drew Senate's attention to the comparative statistics contained in Tables 
6 and 7, which she advised, clearly demonstrated that Concordia's per 
student grant (based on 1981-82 expenses) was well below the overall 
Provincial average, particularly in Sector 3, where Concordia ranked last in 
comparison with all other Quebec universities; and that at the present time 
Concordia was the lowest funded University in Quebec, vis-a-vis the per 
student grant, in two Sectors and the second lowest in five Sectors. In 
comparison to the deficits for 1984-85 and the accumulated deficits of 
Quebec universities, Dr. Jér6me-Forget, emphasized that Concordia's 11 
million dollar deficit in 1984-85, represented 9.7% of its overall budget, 
which percentage, in relative terms, was far higher than that of all other 
Quebec universities, including the Universit6 de Montréal whose 14.8 
million dollar deficit in 1984-85, represents only 5.9% of its overall budget. 


In response to a question concerning the 1984-85, 11 million dollar deficit, 
it was explained that this resulted from an increase in expenses coupled with 
a leveling off of revenues. With respect to the increase in expenses it was 
explained that between 198182 and 1984-85, salary and benefits increased 
from 73 million dollars to 28 million dollars, while during the same period 
Concordia's revenues remained relatively stable; it was also pointed out that 
between 1983-84 and 1984-85, salary and benefits increased by 4.8% while 
revenues in fact decreased by .02%. With respect to the 1.7 million dollar 
increase between 1983-84 and 1984-85 in the special item listed under the 
non-salary category, it was explained that this was due to increases in 
interest costs, insurance premiums, convocation costs, audit and legal fees, 
etc: 


In response to a question concerning the availability of budget figures 
broken down by University sectors, it was stated that such a breakdown 
would be included in the Concordia University Statistics Book which would 
be available shortly, where comparative percentage figures are provided for 
every major sector of the University, including Faculties, down to the level 
of major University departments such as the Computer Centre, Library, etc. 


During continued discussion the feeling was expressed that it was important 
to determine how non-salary expenses, particularly with respect to 
contracted and public service items, were divided amongst the academic 
programming of the University and administrative support services, which 
would give a much better view as to the direction in which the University 
would have to move strategically in looking at ways of increasing revenues 
or decreasing expenditures. 


In response to the above, it was explained that one of the fundamental 
things that has to be dealt with in the budget process, was to make a basic 
distinction between admissible and non-admissible expenses, because for 
purposes of receiving Government grants, it was only the admissible sector 
that is considered; that in the non-admissible sector, the University was 
required to at least ensure that revenues and expenditures are balanced; that 
for the purposes of document US-85-7-DIl, it was not possible to provide 


an admissible and non-admissible breakdown of the non-salary component; 
and that the global figures provided on the last page of document 
US-857-DIl, demonstrate in overall terms, where the trends to increase 
expenditures are, and were therefore useful in identifying areas for overall 
University policy, as opposed to the policies of individual Faculties, 
departments, administrative units, etc., whether in terms of putting 
Concordia's case to the Government, or in terms of looking at our own 
internal policies. 


In response to a question, Senate was advised that with respect to the 
admissible non-salary items in the academic sector, including monies to 
operate laboratories, etc., there have been no major increases in general 
across the University, i.e., the status quo has been maintained and the 
situation has remained virtually static. 


With respect to the rise in non-salary expenditures, a concern was expressed 
that given that the per student cost in the Psychology Department has 
virtually remained constant since 1981-82, the extent to which the 
Department can meet its responsibilities to its students was being 
increasingly limited, and it was wondered what could be done about this 
situation which was becoming increasingly difficult. 


In response to the above, Dr. Jer6me-Forget advised that the purpose of 
today's exercise was not to provide solutions to specific budgetary 
problems, but rather to attempt to explain the deficit of the University to 
members of Senate as requested at the last meeting. 


As a follow-up, Dr. Kenniff advised that the first fundamental operation that 
had to be carried out, was to understand the problem in all of its dimension 
and complexity. He further emphasized that, as will be freely admitted by all 
of the university Rectors in Quebec, the Government's policy of taking 
money by pr6l6vement out of the core, operating budgets of the universities 
and using that money to fund new students has been an exercise in 
collective impoverishment; that Concordia, because of a slower growth rate 
than other institutions, has in fact been even more individually impoverished 
than the whole system; and that throughout the university system, the 
amount of money being spent in most disciplines in educating an individual 
student has been declining and that to a certain extent it might be argued that 
in Psychology for example, where the cost of educating an individual 
student has remained stable, the situation, in respect to other disciplines, 
was slightly better. He reiterated that over the past year, after having 
identified the problem in all of its dimension, with the figures that apply to 
this Institution, the next step is to say that there has to be an end to the 
Government policy of taking money out of university budgets and using old 
money to fund new policies, e.g., if the Government wants to increase 
accessibility to Universities by funding new students, it has to be done with 
new money. 


The feeling was expressed that today's presentation has provided a clear 
understanding, in retrospect, as to what has happened vis-a-vis the 
University's deficit. However, it was also stated that in attempting to find 


out how we can avoid such a situation in the future, besides looking at 
specific details with respect to increasing revenues or decreasing 
expenditures, it may be relevant to consider, in fact, what went wrong in 
terms of the projection, particularly given that the funding formula has not 
changed for the past three years, and that the source of revenue from tuition 
has not changed. 


In response to the above, Dr. Jér6me-Forget explained that budget 
preparations must be based on assumptions, some of which may turn out to 
be wrong, and in this particular case, it was extremely difficult for the 
University to assess, in advance, the extent to which the Government would 
try to down-size the overall education envelope. She further stated that the 
Government decided to down-size education, and specifically to down-size 
existing programmes, and to redistribute the money on the basis of new 
students, rather than on the basis of being highly productive in education as 
was Concordia, or the Government could have decided to return all of the 
money which it took from Concordia on the grounds that we are the lowest 
funded university in the Province; and that while perhaps the Government 
might have been right in wanting to down-size some institutions, and it 
might have been right to take some money out of the existing system to fund 
new programmes, nevertheless, what it failed to do was to look at 
Concordia's overall situation, and in consequence, because we were very 
productive, our faculty/student ratio was better or worse depending on how 
one looks at it, etc. and we ended up being penalized. 


Senate was advised that the student funding formula has changed and has 
not remained static over the past three years; that the information with 
respect to student counts for 1983-84, was received in December, 1984, six 
months after the end of fiscal year 1983-84; that we the received only 30% 
of the amount which we were supposed to receive for new students; that if 
we had received the full amount, it would have reduced the 1983-84 deficit 
by 3 million dollars, from 4.9 million to 1.9 million; that in addition, that 3 
million dollars should also have gone into the base for the following year, 
which would have reduced the 1984-85 deficit by the same amount of 
money; that the information for fiscal year 1984-85, also arrived in 
December 1984, 1.e., six months into last year; and that all of these factors 
make it extremely difficult to predict the revenue side of the budget. It was 
further stated that while admittedly there were some problems on the 
expense side, including the fact that as a result of the workload clause in the 
Collective Agreement the cost for part-time teachers turned out to be 2 
million dollars higher than estimated, the fundamental arguments on the 
revenue side, relate to the timing and the fact that the student numbers 
formula has been changed every year, in some form or another. 


In addition to the above comments concerning the student funding formula, 
Dr. Kenniff explained that for two years running, the Government proposed 
to change the historical funding formula, i.e., the core funding formula 
which Concordia has suffered from since the early 1970s, but went back on 
that undertaking either in the first year at the end of the financial year, or in 
the second year half way through the financial year. That is, the 
Government had taken money by pr6l6vement to put into a common fund to 


adjust the base, particularly with respect to Concordia, and for political 
reasons the Government decided at the end of the 1983-84 financial year 
that it would not do so , and in the case of the 1984-85 financial year, the 
Government announced at the National Assembly Hearings in October 
1984, that they would not do it . He further emphasized that the situation is 
altered considerably when you are in a financial year and have accounted for 
revenues on the basis of predictions that are contained in Government 
documents, but discover half way through or at the end of the year, that that 
money is not there. 


In responding to a suggestion that perhaps we should send a message to the 
Government that the University cannot plan its budget unless the 
Government looks at the longer term budget cycle, Dr. Kenniff stated that 
the points which have been raised during today's discussion, including the 
question of forward planning, concerns with respect to the historical 
funding formula, etc., and all of the elements that come out of document 
US-85-7-Dll, have been made consistently, but we must now, particularly 
in this election period, make them considerably more forcefully, not only to 
the Premier, the Leader of the Opposition, the candidates and those 
associated with the candidates, etc., to ensure that higher education, and 
Concordia in particular, is high on the agenda of anyone who gets elected 
and that these issues will be dealt with after the election. 


During continued discussion, it was argued that while it was clear that 
Concordia was underfunded in comparison with other institutions, it should 
be noted that within Concordia itself, there was a significant disparity with 
respect to the percentage below the overall Provincial average in terms of the 
amount of money received per student among the various Faculties, 
particularly with respect to the Faculty of Engineering and Computer 
Science; and that in the process of looking at various areas within the 
university where possible budget cuts might be made, this disparity should 
be taken into consideration with a view to attaining a more equitable 
distribution vis-a-vis the percentage below the Provincial average among all 
Faculties. It was further stated that one agreed that the University must 
make its case vis-a-vis Government policies with respect to Concordia 
itself, but it was also suggested that a combined approach to all political 
parties by the universities should be undertaken with respect to general 
Government policies, including prélévement, which negatively effect all 
institutions. It was also suggested that perhaps faculty members and 
students at this Institution might consider inviting politicians to Concordia 
during the coming election campaign period. 


In bringing the discussion on this Agenda item to a close, Dr. Kenniff, on 
behalf of Senate, thanked Dr. JérOme-Forget for her presentation and 
expressed Senate's appreciation for her responses and explanations to the 
questions that had been raised. 
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Appointments 


Standing Committees of Senate 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the following nominations for graduate student 
appointments to Standing Committees of Senate, have been submitted by 
GSA: 
Steering Committee - Nadine Corbel; 
Senate Committee on Academic Development - Susan Murray; 
Senate Library Committee - Ruth Vale. 
IT WAS MOVED BY MS. CORBEL, SECONDED BY DR. WHYTE, 
THAT THE GRADUATE STUDENT APPOINTMENTS TO THE 
STANDING COMMITTEES OF SENATE, (DOCUMENT US-85-7-D2), 
BE APPROVED. 
MOTION CARRIED. 


Advisory Search Committee for Vice-Rector, Services 


Dr. Kenniff explained that the Board of Governors, at its meeting of 
October 17, 1985, struck an Advisory Search Committee for Vice-Rector, 
Services, in accordance with normal procedures for the appointment of a 
Vice-Rector. He also pointed out that the composition of the Advisory 
Search Committee includes 2 full-time faculty members, 2 undergraduate 
students and | graduate student; and that the procedures for appointing these 
members, which have been approved by the Board of G6vernors, were as 
set out in document US-85-7-D1O. 


With respect to nominations, it was reported that no full-time faculty 
nominations had as yet been received; and that 2 undergraduate student 
nominations and | graduate student nomination have been submitted. 


In the absence of further nominations for a graduate student representative 
to the Advisory Search Committee, it was agreed that MR. NARASBENA 
MURTHY BE DECLARED ELECTED AND BE RECOMMENDED FOR 
APPOINTMENT AS THE GRADUATE STUDENT REPRESENTATIVE 
TO THE ADVISORY SEARCH COMMITTEE, VICE-RECTOR, 
SERVICES. 


In the absence of further nominations for undergraduate student 
representatives to the Advisory Search Committee, it was agreed that MR. 
DALE LOCKHART AND MR. G. SCOTT WHITE BE DECLARED 
ELECTED AND BE RECOMMENDED FOR APPOINTMENT AS THE 
UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT REPRESENTATIVESTO THE 
ADVISORY SEARCH COMMITTEE, VICE-RECTOR, SERVICES. 
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With respect to the appointment of 2 full-time faculty members to the 
Advisory Search Committee, it was stated that the request from the Board of 
Governors arrived only after the regular October, 1985 meeting of the 
Steering Committee; that the Steering Committee had a mandate, an 
obligation, and a responsibility to suggest a slate of names, particularly with 
an eye towards proper faculty representation; that accepting nominations 
from the floor of Senate at this meeting would undermine Steering 
Committee's responsibility and authority with regards to this matter; and 
that Steering Committee should be given an opportunity to fulfill its 
mandate, by postponing the appointment of the 2 full-time faculty members 
to the November, 1985, Senate meeting. 


In response to the above, Dr. Kenniff stated that as Chair of the Steering 
Committee, it has not been his practice over the past year to favour in an 
absolute way, the preparation of slates by the Steering Committee for 
proposal to Senate, but to favour rather the democratic process inasmuch as 
possible by allowing people to make nominations from the floor. However, 
he also stated that he had no objections to Steering Committee attempting to 
put some order into the thinking about which faculty members should be 
represented, etc., but at the same time, he expressed the opinion that the 
Board's rationale vis-a-vis providing for the election of the 2 faculty 
members of Senate, was to provide the faculty members of Senate as a 
group, with an opportunity to choose their representatives on the Advisory 
Search Committee, rather than having this done by the whole of Senate or 
by a microcosm of the whole of Senate, i.e., the Steering Committee. He 
also pointed out that postponing the appointments would delay the 
establishment and initial operations of the Advisory Search Committee by 
one month. 


In response to a concern expressed over the fact that there had been no 
attempt to secure nominations vis-a-vis the 2 full-time faculty positions, 
through a general notification to all faculty members in the University, etc., 
it was pointed out that the relevant document had in fact been circulated to 
all members of Senate in advance of today's meeting. However, it was also 
argued that it was quite unlikely that the best result would be obtained by 
tossing the ball into the midst of Senate and attempting to come up with 2 
full-time faculty members who were willing to serve, which in effect, 
would only allow for meaningful consultations to take place with those 
faculty members who were on Senate. 


Dr. Kenniff suggested, and it was agreed, that as an alternative, the matter 
be dealt with at the November, 1985 Senate meeting which would allow 
sufficient time for faculty nominations to come forward; that he would then 
report to the Board of Governors with respect to this particular delay; and 
that he would propose that once Senate has made its recommendations to the 
Board, that the two persons chosen begin to work with the Advisory Search 
Committee in an unofficial capacity, subject to ratification at the December 
1985, meeting of the Board. He also urged faculty members on Senate to 
assume the responsibility of informing their colleagues of this situation. 
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In response to a question, Dr. Kenniff advised that there was no uniform 
composition for a search committee for a Vice-Rector, but rather, it depends 
on the nature of the position; that in this particular case the portfolio was 
different from, yet quite similar to, the previous portfolio of Vice-Rector, 
Administration and Finance, and that the composition of the last committee 
which was set up in 1980 with respect to the position of Vice-Rector, 
Administration and Finance was approximately the same as the composition 
of the present Advisory Search Committee for the position of Vice-Rector, 
Services, including 2 faculty members, 2 undergraduate students and 1 
graduate student, but with the addition, in this instance of a professional 
librarian. 


Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Arts and Science 


In presenting and explaining the proposed undergraduate curriculum 
changes in the Faculty of Arts and Science, (document US-85-7-D3), 
Vice-Dean D. Dicks advised that under the Minor in Adult Education, page 
6 a), the first line should be changed to read - "See above - Certificate in 
Adult Education for admission requirements and programmes"; and that the 
last line -"Note: Open to all students registered in undergraduate degrees." - 
should be deleted. 


IT WAS MOVED BY VICE-DEAN DICKS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
HILL, THAT THE UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGE 
PROPOSALS IN THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, 
(DOCUMENT US-85-7-D3, AS CHANGED), BE APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT 
US-85-7-D7). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Faculty of Commerce and Administration 


Prof. R. Wills presented and explained the undergraduate curriculum 
change proposals in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, 
(document US-85-7-D4). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
APPELBAUM, THAT THE UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM 
CHANGE PROPOSALS IN THE FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION, (DOCUMENT US-85-7-D4), BE APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT 
US-85-7-D7). 


In response to a question arising from the UCCC Report concerning 
resource implications with respect to the course QM 222, Dr. Whyte 
advised that the question of the resource implications of the various 
proposals from the Faculty was considered by UCCC in formulating its 
recommendations and in the case of QM 222, UCCC spent some 


considerable time discussing the resource implications which were 
presented by the Faculty; that the resource implications of implementing this 
course, were essentially of two natures, 1.e., a necessity to provide 
computer facilities in one way or another for carrying out the course, and 
also, depending on the kind of solution that is eventually adopted vis-a-vis 
that requirement, there may be some space implications as well; that the 
figures presented to UCCC, situated the cost of QM 222, as being around 
50 thousand dollars, if it was entirely dependent on new resources being 
provided; that during the discussions at UCCC with people from the QM 
Department and the Computer Centre, it was felt that there were options 
which would reduce the 50 thousand dollars significantly in terms of new 
resources, 1.e., that the figures submitted could be considerably reduced 
provided coordination was carried out and all possible avenues Vis-a-vis 
financing QM 222 were looked into; that subsequently, the Chair of UCCC 
wrote to the services section of the University, requesting that a feasibility 
study be made as to how the course could be given while reducing the 
resource implications insofar as possible and preferably to zero; and that it 
was not possible, given that the study implies, for example, applying to 
Quebec City for certain monies and special funds that exist for computing, 
etc., to have all that information available in time for this meeting. 


During the ensuing discussion it was stated that one sympathized with what 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration was trying to do and was in 
support of the implementation of QM 222; however, the feeling that had 
been expressed that the 50 thousand dollar figure was relatively small in 
comparison to the number of students who would be serviced by QM 222, 
was not really at. issue; rather what was important was that there were 
similar needs in all Faculties and what was required was overall planning 
with respect to computer resources throughout the University. In addition, it 
was stated that two years ago the Engineering and Computer Science 
Faculty Council approved the establishment of a computer drafting course 
which was not brought to Senate because the resource implications were too 
heavy, and it was argued that if 50 thousand dollars was going to be used to 
purchase IBM PCs for QM 222, an equally good case could be made for 
150 thousand dollars to implement the computer drafting course in 
Engineering and Computer Science. It was also stated that, notwithstanding 
the fact that the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science did not have 
sufficient resources for what they were now doing, and particularly the 
resources in the Computer Centre which were woefully inadequate, 
nonetheless the Faculty recognizes that it must change with the times and 
that it has to do so with whatever resources were available; that next year 
there would be a package of curriculum changes in the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, which were approved about 1~ years 
ago, which will, in fact, clearly ask for additional resources; and that if the 
University was going to provide resources to purchase 25 or 50 PCs, in 
connection with QM 222, they should be made available for all Faculties. 


Again, it was explained that the feeling at UCCC was not that QM 222 was 
being approved with a 50 thousand dollar price tag for buying new PCs, 
etc., but rather that there were in fact ways by which that figure could be 
significantly reduced which required study by the University administration 
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because it involved looking at resources across the University. It was also 
reiterated that there were special funds available for computer facilities in 
Quebec City and elsewhere, and the intention was to go after as much of 
that money as possible in all Faculties. 


It was pointed out that in the second to last line on page 1, document 
US-85-7-D4, the designation "Computer Department" should be changed to 
the "Computer Centre". 

In response to additional costs for software, Senate was advised that 
software packages have already been designed within the Faculty and will 
be available at minimum cost to the students. 

THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Engineering and Computer Science 


With respect to document US-85-7-DS, it was noted that a corrected page 3 
had been circulated at the beginning of the meeting. 


It was requested and agreed that the undergraduate curriculum change 
proposals, (document US-85-7-D5), be presented by Prof. J..C. Giguére, 
former Associate Dean, Academic Programmes, Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science. 


Prof. Giguere presented and explained the undergraduate curriculum change 
proposals in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, (document 
US-85-7-D5). He advised that as a consequence of a recent ruling by the 
Canadian Accreditation Board, the proposed additional 3 credits in 
complementary studies courses in the Bachelor of Engineering core 
programme, were for the time being, not required; he proposed and it was 
agreed that the statement under item 4.1, page 5, document US-85-7-D5, 
-"Add: 3 credits in complementary studies chosen from a list to be approved 
by Council upon recommendation of the Social Aspects Committee," be 
deleted; and that the total credit requirement in the last line be changed from 
31.75 to 28.75. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. KUSY, 
THAT THE UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGE 
PROPOSALS IN THE FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND 
COMPUTER SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-85-7-D5, AS CORRECTED 
AND CHANGED) BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT US-85-7-D7). 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Fine Arts 
In presenting the proposed curriculum changes in the Faculty of Fine Arts 


(document US-85-7-D6), Prof. MacKenzie concentrated her remarks on 
what she described as the most important part of the curriculum package 


covering the proposed revisions concerning the BFA, Major in Design Art, 
in order to provide Senators with an explanation and understanding of the 
genesis and elaboration of the proposed changes in the Department of 
Design. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MACKENZIE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GORDON, THAT THE UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGE 
PROPOSALS IN THE FACULTY OF FINE ARTS, (DOCUMENT 
US-85-7-D6), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT US-85-7-D7). 


During the lengthy discussion which followed, which centered entirely on 
the proposed revisions concerning the BFA, Major in Design Art, it was 
stated that procedurally, the issues involved had been thoroughly discussed 
at every possible level before being presented to Senate for ratification; that 
this matter was discussed in the Fine Arts Faculty Council over the past 
year; and that the Council in mandating the Task Force on the Department of 
Design, to do something about the situation in this area, had clearly stated 
that the Faculty as a whole did not feel that the existing programme was 
pursuing the Faculty's perception as to where the programme in Design 
ought to be going. 


It was argued that what was being proposed was a major revision, given 
that 24 courses, (144 credits), would be phased out over a three-year 
period, and that only 9 new courses (48 credits), were being implemented; it 
was also pointed out that in response to a question raised at the Fine Arts 
Faculty Council meeting of May 3, 1985, the Dean had stated that by virtue 
of the major changes and major revisions within the programme itself, it 
would have to be considered a new programme. 


In response to the above, it was stated that whether what was being 
proposed was termed a new or revised programme, or a new or revised 
configuration, was at least in part irrelevant, in the sense that what was 
being proposed was in fact not a new programme to the extent that it would 
have to be submitted to the Quebec Government. 


Responding to a question concerning the fact that the Task Force did not 
include a representative from the Design Department, Prof. MacKenzie 
explained that for particular reasons it would have been very difficult to 
determine which member of the Department might be included in the Task 
Force membership, if indeed the Faculty Council had opted to go in that 
direction, which it did not; moreover, the Faculty Council had even turned 
down a motion to the effect that the Design Department be consulted vis-a- 
vis membership on the Task Force. With respect to the absence of student 
representation on the Task Force, she advised that this also was as a result 
of difficulties in the Design Department, which, while not at the heart of the 
Task Force's endeavour, were bound to come up, and it was felt that it was 
neither appropriate nor advisable for students to be aware of the personnel 
difficulties, the nature of which would have made the presence of students 
highly problematic. With respect to student consultation, she advised that 
the Faculty had followed what it thought was an appropriate procedure, 


whereby both she and the Dean had spoken to the President of the Design 
Students’ Association on a number of occasions; and that the President of 
the Design Students' Association had appeared before the Task Force and 
had outlined her perceptions of the difficulties, from the academic point of 
view, within the Department. She also pointed out that there was a student 
member on the Faculty Curriculum Committee last year, but the individual 
resigned very early in the year and a replacement was not forthcoming; and 
that while only two of the four student seats on Faculty Council were 
occupied, the two student representatives who were present did not bring up 
any issues with respect to the Design programme. 


In response to another question concerning the proposed deletion of the 
BFA, Honours in Graphic Design, vis-a-vis the objective of better 
preparing students for post-graduate work, Prof. MacKenzie advised that 
the existing programme was a very intensely specialized programme in 
graphic design in which students do not have even the flexibility to take a 
studio art course, etc.; and that insofar as the Faculty was concerned, the 
existing BFA Honours programme in Graphic Design, was neither an 
acceptable form of graphic design honours programme to move into 
graduate work, nor an acceptable model for a programme which would 
allow students to select, during the process of their undergraduate 
education, any number of areas of design into which they might then want 
to be educated further or to work in a professional capacity. 


It was requested and agreed that Prof. Louis Hamel, Department of Design, 
be granted speaking privileges. In urging Senate to consider a delay in 
implementing the proposed BFA, Major in Design Art, Prof. Hamel stated 
that the proposal was a major and fundamental departure from the existing 
programme which has made its mark in the field of design and graphic 
design in Quebec and across Canada; that to approve the proposal would 
possibly be tantamount to trading a solidly structured programme of long 
standing, for an outline of a programme which has not as yet been tested 
among the Design instructors; that there was no Design professor involved 
in the development of the Task Force proposal; that the situation vis-a-vis 
the existing programme was like a pendulum movement in the sense that the 
proposal now before Senate was suggesting another extreme, which may 
resolve some of the weaknesses of the present programme, but at the same 
time, create other more serious problems; that to present a new curriculum 
in such a hasty manner, without full input from everyone concerned and 
prior to the development of its concept, with all of its ramifications, etc., 
was a dangerous engagement; and that in the tight economic times within 
Concordia, he was not aware of any serious financial study with respect to 
the proposed BFA, Major in Design Art, and he suggested that to proceed 
without that important financial inputs would not be in keeping with our 
present austerity campaign. 


It was stated that given that the Faculty of Fine Arts has the best 
considerations for its students in mind, it did not want to have the 
implementation of the proposed BFA, Major in Design Art delayed, and it 
was not prepared to compromise with respect to that. At the same time, the 
Faculty was prepared to work together as faculty members and students, to 


shape the programme within the broad parameters as set down in the 
curriculum proposal and in the Task Force Report, in order to make 
something that was going to work; that to postpone implementation could 
result in the continuation of activities which will prevent what is considered 
to be a very exciting programme from ever getting off the -ground; that the 
Faculty could not afford to have the proposal sent back, nor could it afford, 
in an educational sense, the continuance of the existing programmes; and 
that, in terms of the financial ramifications, the Faculty of Fine Arts was 
making a very strong commitment to the Design Art programme and within 
the available resources, it would make such monies as are necessary, 
available for the implementation of the programme. 


In response to a question concerning the change in course content away 
from technical skills and the effects of that on students Vis-a-vis the job 
market, Senate was advised that there were 6 CEGEPs in the Province of 
Quebec which offer 3 year programmes in graphic design where there is a 
concentration on technical skills; that the intent of the proposed BFA, Major 
in Design Art was to equip students with a real education in terms of the 
artistic, imaginative and experimental side of design, as opposed to 
exclusively or even predominantly the technical side, so that the students 
will be able to do more and will want to do more than going into entry level 
positions; but that, at the same time, the Faculty was committed to 
introducing the students to the fundamental technical skills required in the 
areas of design which will come up within the proposed programme. 


Other issues raised and responded to during the discussion included 
concerns expressed with respect to the question of student input, and 
particularly with respect to unsuccessful attempts by the Design Students' 
Association to poll students in classes on student opinion vis-a-vis the 
proposed restructuring of the programme; clarification of the nature of the 
proposed revisions vis-a-vis the particular concerns which have been 
expressed by students; the deletion of Design C210 - Materials and 
Techniques I, and Design C220 - Design Drawing, vis-a-vis the stated 
intention of the proposed revisions with respect to creativity; the provision 
to phase out the BFA, Major in Design and the BFA, Honours in Design 
over a three-year period, as it will affect students studying under a reduced 
course load; and the appropriateness of procedures followed with respect to 
the proposal in terms of the normal curriculum change channels, including 
the Faculty curriculum committee, the Faculty Council, UCCC, etc., and 
provision for student input at all of these levels. 


In response to an objection which was voiced to a request to grant speaking 
privileges to Mr. Jacques Daviault, Vice-President, Design Students' 
Association, Dr. Kenniff explained that up to this point he had been 
completely lenient in granting speaking privileges to non-Senators who 
were attending the meeting; and at the Chair's request, Senators, by a show 
of hands, supported his decision to grant speaking privileges to Mr. 
Daviault. In granting speaking privileges to Mr. Daviault, Dr. Kenniff urged 
him to confine his remarks to things that have not already been said and to 
do so as succinctly as possible. 


In his remarks to Senate, Mr. Daviault suggested that the internal conflicts 
between certain faculty members in the Department of Design arose 
basically-from discrepancies in orientation, with some teachers being 
inclined towards a more experimental tangent while others promoted 
straightforward theories and applications of design, which, by virtue of 
their content were intrinsically better suited, though not directly aimed at, 
the professional design market. He also questioned whether the Task Force 
was assigning the blame for the problems in the Department to the existing 
programme as a whole, or whether these problems should be perceived 
more in terms of certain structural elements within the existing curriculum; 
whether a complete programme change was necessarily the only solution, or 
whether the Task Force should have studied possible alternatives which 
would have effected improvements within the existing structure of the 
Design and Graphic Design programmes; and whether the instructors in 
Design should not be allowed an opportunity to reach a consensus with 
respect to the recommendations of the Task Force. He also argued that the 
proposed BFA, Major in Design Art was really a radical shift of the 
pendulum, 1.e., it was another in the cyclic pattern of left/right orientations, 
which may simply satisfy one part of the faculty, while shifting discontent 
to the other previously satisfied part; and that a true compromise was in 
order, so that once and for all, the root of the conflict might be excised. In 
concluding his remarks he proposed on behalf of the Design Students' 
Association, that Senate declare a moritorium on what he described as a 
very heated topic, and the parties involved be encouraged to return to the 
preliminary process of evaluation of the problem at hand, in order to reach a 
solution that will be to the satisfaction of the now two very separate poles of 
opinion. 


During the continuing discussion, the feeling was expressed that the 
differences in opinion between some of the students and some faculty 
members vis-a-vis the situation with respect to the proposed BFA, Major in 
Design Art, has been extremely well communicated to members of Senate; 
that at the same time, members of Senate were at a very great disadvantage, 
given that they were not experts in Fine Arts, let alone Graphic Design; that 
it was very difficult for members to vote against something that has been 
unanimously proposed by a Faculty Council; that the issue seems to be 
basically a philosophical question, i.e., should there be a move towards a 
general trend in education in graphic design or should it be more 
specialized, should it be more technically oriented or more artistic, 
imaginative, experimental, but with some technique being included, etc., all 
of which could be discussed by Senate for any number of hours; and that 
again, members of Senate were really not experts, but rather the expertise in 
this area was in the Faculty of Fine Arts itself, which has voted 
unanimously in Council for the proposal that has been presented. 


In response to a question, Senate was informed that the Task Force brought 
in external consultants from both areas of design and graphic design, which 
included members of the industry or market place, as well as fairly 
distinguished members of the academic community. 


85-7-22 


85-7-23 


It was stated that one was very sensitive to the concerns of students with 
respect to future job prospects vis-a-vis the changes being proposed, but at 
the same time one was also sensitive to the Fine Arts Faculty's 
soul-searching in terms of trying to steer a central path between the 
professional versus the academic, the options for students to go into 
industry or to graduate school, etc.; that it must have been very difficult and 
painful for the Faculty to make decisions with respect to these 
soul-searching questions; and that given the unanimity of the Faculty 
Council itself with respect to a situation that has to be considered as being a 
very, very awkward one, one would have to support the motion to approve 
the proposed BFA, Major in Design Art. 


THE VOTE ON A CALL TO PUT THE QUESTION WAS CARRIED, (29 
IN FAVOUR; 9 OPPOSED; 3 ABSTENTIONS). 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (22 IN 
FAVOUR, 12 OPPOSED; 7 ABSTENTIONS). 


It was suggested that the Dean and the Assistant and Associate Deans in the 
Faculty of Fine Arts attempt to explain to the student body, the philosophy 
behind the modifications concerning the BFA, Major in Design Art, and 
particularly with respect to the concerns which have been expressed vis-a- 
vis future job opportunities. 


Next meeting 


It was announced that the next meeting of Senate would be held at 2:00 
p.m., Friday, November 22, 1985. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:03 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


